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A.3 Robustness Checks
This section presents a series of checks to verify the robustness of the baseline estimates. First, we use alternative proxies for the dependent variable and the main independent variable. Then, we test our model specification both in terms of model and controls. The estimates of the main coefficient of interest in these alternative specifications are reported in Table A3 .
The first three specifications, the estimates of which we present in panel (a) of Table  A3 , refer to variations in the dependent variable, i.e., the intensity of brigandage. Row 1 uses episodes reported by courts and we find a positive but not significant effect. Similarly, a non-significant effect is the one obtained using data from other sources, which include ecclesiastical authorities, the Italian Ministry of Justice and other miscellaneous sources, including the military (row 2). In row 3 we repeat our analysis using versions of the dependent variable that we deem particularly significant. We recode our dependent variable aggregating all the entries that share the same date and the same place and are reported consecutively (within the same source), as these distinct reports might be originally generated by the same event.
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The new definition of brigandage episodes reduces the number of episodes per municipality and addresses the potential concern of over-reporting. The coefficient is similar in magnitude and significance to that found in our previous results.
In panel (b) of Table A3 , we propose three alternative measures of municipal proximity. In row 4, we use linear distance without taking the logarithm. As explained above, the use of the log-transformed version of this distance was a priori motivated by the fact that cultural similarity decreases more than linearly once one moves farther away from the center of cultural diffusion and by our desire to use geographical distance as a proxy for cultural distance. For the sake of robustness, we show that our result holds even when the simpler kilometric distance is used. Rows 5 and 6 show the impact of near-Piedmontese communities themselves on our result. In row 5, we use as our main independent variable the most discrete measure of distance, namely the indicator for near-Piedmontese communities. As one might expect, being a near-Piedmontese community has a strong negative effect on brigandage incidence. Nevertheless, our effect is not only driven by the centers of highest cultural proximity with the donor: in row 6, we use our main specification while dropping near-Piedmontese communities from our sample. While the absence 49 It could be the case that different convictions following a single guerrilla event are reported in multiple entries.
of the units for which the effect is strongest reduces the magnitude of our coefficient, we nevertheless observe a sizable effect. This again confirms that cultural and social norms indeed spread from near-Piedmontese enclaves to Southern Italy municipalities and that the degree of cultural similarity may then have determined, ceteris paribus, the intensity of institutional rejection in the form of brigandage. This evidence thus also justifies ex post our choice of using a continuous rather than discrete measure of proximity.
Rows 7, 8 and 9 present model alternatives to the Negative Binomial regression of model 12 in Table 4 . As Poisson regression is likely the most widely used count model, we repeated our analysis by estimating a Poisson model for our brigandage episodes. Moreover, we used the zero-inflated versions of both Poisson and Negative Binomial regressions to account for the large number of zeros in our dependent variable (just over one-third of Southern Italy municipalities experienced no brigandage). The following specifications refine our baseline model by adding further controls or by imposing less-stringent assumptions. Row 10 shows that our result holds when replacing provincial indicators with more disaggregated indicators (at the district level).
50 To allow for potential correlation in the error term, we consider clustered standard errors at the district or at the province level (rows 11-12). Finally, in row 13 we implement the linear model of column 9 in Table 4 taking into account spatial correlation. 51 The findings show that our result is significant and robust across the different specifications Finally, in panel d), we show that our evidence is not driven by influential observations. First, we trim (row 14) and winsorize (row 15) the extreme 1% of observations of our dependent variable. Furthermore, in rows 16-18, we consider alternative subsamples. In row 16, we exclude cities with more than 10000 inhabitants and province seats. We then exclude all the municipalities close 52 to Naples and the Papal States' border to rule out the possibility that our results are driven by the areas that received support by the former king and the Church. These different specifications show that the distance from near-Piedmontese community is always statistically significant, negative and remarkably stable.
50 Both in the pre-unification kingdom and in post-unification Italy, the 16 provinces of Southern Italy were the main administrative units. The main local government units were the municipalities, which constitute our reference population. The 57 districts were intermediate administrative subdivisions determined by the domains of jurisdiction of ordinary courts.
51 In particular, we rely on the function used by Hsiang (2010). 52 We consider all the municipalities in the top 5% of the distribution of distances to Naples and the Papal States. The coefficient refers to the variable (log) Dist. Piedm. and is estimated using the specification of column (12) in Table 4 ; Geographical, Distance and Municipal controls, Pop. growth and Province FEs are included in all specifications; standard error clustered at district level in parentheses (* p<0.1, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01). Different aggregation excludes a number of reports which may be suspected to refer to the same episodes being signaled by different authorities. The dependent variable is Ep. p.m.; the coefficient refers to the variable indicated on the left and is estimated using the specification of column (12) in Table 4 ; Geographical, Distance and Municipal controls, Pop. growth and Province FEs are included in all specifications; standard error clustered at district level in parentheses (* p<0.1, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01). Distance in kms uses linear distance in kilometers from the nearest nP community, instead of its logarithm. Near-Piedmontese dummy substitutes the distance measure with the indicator of whether the municipality is a nP community. Escluding near-Piedmontese replicates our baseline analysis excluding the 10 nP communities. 
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